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REMARKS 



Cairns ,,0 are pendmg in this application. Claims M7 were p— y «* - - 

presented for further examination. 

nhj prtinn To th » Specification reflected a 

-^^^etothesp— 

requests withdrawal of this objection. 

T L , i, rtin.,^Mer^t..S.r.M03(a) , , 24 26 27 32-34, 36 and 37 

to the Office Action, the Examiner has rejected Chums 18, 24, 26, 27, 32 3 
^3^,. , ,03 ( a), b ein gU npate» t a b ,eover^insinviewo f Be r eji k ,e«a.. Apphcant 

, uii in the field of the invention would make the combination. The 

person of ordinary skill in the held 01 uk 

motivation cannot come from the applicant's specification or invention ..self. S* « 977 
P ,447 24 USPQ.2d a, ,446. Obviousness can only be established by combining or 

1 in I! -hings - - - - ^ " — ^ ^ slZ 

,eachl g suction, or motivation to do so found either in the references « * 

knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. ^InjeFine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 

Te li s 0 the cited reference, Therefore, the art of record has been incorrectly combined 
"ffil Action, and fails to establish a P ^ case of obviousness of the presently 

^e Examiner argues that Berejik, et al. teaches that contro. modules c„ be used to 

.6. 
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claims relate to- a method of — g aircraft flight by reading positioning signais 

andtasthecombin.tionof.hesereferenceswouidnotrenderfheolairnsobv.ous. 

^ded the claims to recite that the positioning signai m said atrcraft is deterrmne by an 

.^M^U^ Nei te «*. nor Here,*, e, a, rec e *- - • £ 

^^-^^oduction of an accelerometer would not be an obv, o s 

^ ti o„ of aircraft, .deed, the position of aircraft are Really measured ustng a 
which does no, provide the advantages of Applicant's accelerometer. 

I ! a accelerometer, A**- nave a devised a system that allows one to store a zero 
settigr e P resentin g ,evelf,ightforthe aircraft, and thereafter measure fhe pitch and yaw ang, 

ea els it moves relative to the W setting. Por this reason, such an atrcraft rna^ns 
I L, position relattve to its zero se«ing, - no, a relative posUion. Thrs provtdes a 
trem endousadvan<ageover prior ^-^^^^T^ 

Because there is no suggestion or motivation to combine the references and, even ,f t* 
W ere to be properly combined, the combination would not teach all of the elements of^ 

The Examiner also rejected dependent Chums 19-21, 23, 25, 29 31, 35, 
ta view of Meyer. Applicants respectfully traverse for the reasons cited above. Smce th 
Impendent claims are not obvious in view of the cited prior a* the correspondmg dependent 
claims would also not be obvious. ,„fH,„li nB 
ApP hcants respect traverse for the reasons cited above. Since the independent *- - 



obvious. 
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According*, the Applied respectfully submits that Claims .8-40 are now in condition 

CONCLUSION 

The Applicant has endeavored to address al. of the concerns of the Examiner in view of 
«he Office Action directed to the above-identified application. Accordingly, amendments to *e 
Cairns for patentability purposes, the reasons therefore and arguments in support of the 
patentability of the pending claims are presented above. 

ln Hgh, of the above amendments and remarks, reconsideration and wthdrawal of the 

t0 the prompt allowance of these claims that couid be clarified with a telephone conference, the 
Examiner is respectfully requested to initiate the same with the unders.gned. 

P,ease charge any additional fees, including any fees for additional extension of tune, or 
credit overpayment to Deposit Account No. 1 1-1410. 

Respectfully submitted, 

KNOBBE, MARTENS, OLSON & BEAR, LLP 



Dated: il^M- * 




Registration No. 36,516 
Attorney of Record 
Customer No. 20,995 
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